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PROSPECTUS Company — M isrepre- 
sentation—Agent- Liability of 
Directors—Rescission of iron- 
tract to purchase shares --
Delay ............................. 508
See Company, 2.

RAILWAY Morlyag-Working e.epen- 
d it are Lien Prioritise Dominion 
Railway Art*, ISSS ami UH).f.) The 
Railway Act. 1888 ( I>), after providing 
that a railway may secure its deben­
tures by a mortgage upon the whole 
of such property, assets, rents and 
revenues of the company as are des­
cribed m the mortgage, provides that 
such rents and revenues shall lie sub­
ject m i lie lii -i Instance * to
the payment of the working expend! 
ture of the railway. By the Railway 
Act, IlNKi ( I>.), the lien is enlarged to 
apply to the property and assets of the 
company, in addition to its rents and 
revenues. A mortgage by the defend­
ants, made in I8n7. was foreclosed and 
the properly sold, the proceeds being 
paid into Court. In a claim for a lieu 
thereon in priority to the mortgagee 
for working expenditure made after 
the commencement of the Act of 
I INK! :—//#•/#/, that the lien under the 
Act of 11HW was not retroactive, and 
that as the lien under the Act of 1888 
was limited to rents and revenues, and 
did m t applx to the fund in Court, the
claim should he disallowed. Bahnhii.l 
v. Tiik IIa.mi-ton ami Saint Mantinh
Railway Company.................. :»71
REFEHIE IN EQUITY Deed Proof of 
decree j A deed of a Referee in Kquit v, 
though purporting to have been made 
under a decree of the C mrt, is not ad­
missible in evidence without proof of 
tin- decree. Loouik r. Mo.vroo.MKKY

.........................  ........ ............ 2 «
1 ---- Finding of. | The llmling of a

Referee upon fpiestions of fact depend­
ing ii|miii the evidence taken eiea core 
before him will not he disregarded ex­
cept in case of manifest error. Tllllil-
dkau v. LkBlanu................... ............4:M
REGISTRY LAWS Crown land — S/nat- 
ter —(• rant — Purchaser for value — 
Prior die» —Notice — Regietry Act. 57 
Viet . c. to, ». C. S. 1905, C 151, *. 

6C—Instrument improperly on regie- 
try | A squatter upon Crown land, 
which he had partly cleared, and upon 
which he had built a house, gave a

REGISTRY LAWS Continued. 
registered mortgage of it in 1874 for 
value, and in 1881 conveyed the equity 
of redemption by registered deed to 
the mortgagee, remaining in occupa­
tion ot the land as tenant. In 18118 a 
son of the squatter, having no know­
ledge of the mortgage or deed, or that 
his fat her occupied tin- land as ten «.lit, 
obtained a grant of the land from I he 
Crown ’.—Held, that he should not he 
declared a trustee of the land for the 
purchaser from the father. Semble, 
ill it s. lit» of the Beg «try Act. f>7 Vict,, 
e. 20 (C. S. I MM, c. l.»l, s. (Mi. by which 
it is provided that “the registration 
of any instrument under this Act shall 
constitute notice of the instillment to 
all persons claiming any interest in l he 
lands subsequent to such registration," 
does not apply to an instrument not 
properly on the registry, such as a 
conveyance of Crown land by a squ it- 
ter. BoilIN, Col.LAH AND COMPANY, 
I.I Ml i I I» 1* ThKKI vit 11
-----Priorities Kquit able mortgage

— Mining leases Judgment 
creditor— Sheriffs sale Pur­
chaser Notice (iencral Min­
ing v i. < h luuft, i m -8 
See Pkiokitikm.

RELIGIOUS BELIEF -Witness ..... .'*08
See KVMiKNVK, 2.

RESCISSION Contract Company — 
Shares — ProsiNH'tiM -- Misrep­
resentation—Agent .....ÔM6
See Company, 2.

RESTITUTION Kxecutior — Appeal — 
Reversal of decree 78
See Appeal.

RIVER -Riparian owner»- Water right»
— Foliation of wider—Proof of damage
— Art of Legixlalure.\ I lie pollution of 
a river by a riparian owner will he en­
joined at I he instance of a riparian 
owner lower down without proof of 
actual damage. Generally speaking, 
one not a riparian owner is not « lit it led 
to complain of the pollution of the 
river, and a grant or license from a 
riparian owner to use the water does 
not entitle tin* grantee or licensee to 
complain of its pollution hv another 
ripuian owner. Where plaintiff was 
authorized by Act to take a specified 
quantity of water per day from a lake 
for, among other pmposes, the domes-


